1. Reese (an assistant professor) and Morgan (a full professor) are colleagues in the same department at a major university. They were almost ready to submit a manuscript they had written with Bailey (a doctoral student) to a respected journal when they learned of Bailey's decision to discontinue doctoral studies and pursue full time employment. They knew that Bailey's new career would not be advanced through academic publication.
5. Reese and Morgan wanted to complete their study as soon as possible. There were very clear university policies about obtaining formal approval from the Institutional Review Board (IRB) 1 to collect any data from human subjects. The IRB at their university routinely granted exemption to studies using surveys similar to the one they would administer.
Confident that such an exemption would have been granted in their case, they collected their data without applying for the IRB approval.
6. Suppose the situation were different and the study involved an experiment. The IRB at their university rarely granted exemptions for experiments and a full review could take as long as 60 days. Reese and Morgan felt that there was virtually no risk to subjects participating in the study.
They conducted their experiment without applying for IRB approval.
7. In the data collection process, Reese and Morgan asked a research assistant to compile their records into a single database. The subjects had been promised anonymity, but many were friends of the research assistant. Although it was possible for Reese and Morgan to obscure the identity of the subjects in the compilation process, it would have required additional effort. The survey was not of a sensitive nature.
Reese and Morgan turned over their records to the research assistant without obscuring subjects' identities.
8. While Reese and Morgan were analyzing their data, they became aware of another study examining the same issue. They knew the other researchers were just completing their data collection. Reese and Morgan felt the need to get a manuscript submitted soon and were pleased to find p-values of 0.05 or lower for each hypothesis. Normally, they would have performed tests to verify their data conformed to the statistical model's assumptions, but they felt that every day that passed before their submission mattered.
They submitted their manuscript without testing the assumptions of their statistical model.
9. The manuscript was accepted for publication. After it came out in print, Reese reanalyzed their data for a different paper and discovered that the assumptions of the original statistical models were violated. Using another technique to analyze their data, Reese found that many of the relationships in their initial publication were not actually significant. Reese told Morgan of the problems with the original analysis.
They decided to not report the problems with their original analysis.
10. Suppose that the situation had been slightly different. Reese and Morgan did conduct a thorough analysis of the data prior to drafting the manuscript. They discovered that some of the assumptions of their statistical model had been violated.
In their manuscript, they did not report that their statistical model's assumption had been violated.
11
. Suppose Reese and Morgan took a different approach. They were confident that their initial theory and hypotheses were sound even though their hypothesis tests were not quite significant. They knew that if they collected additional data, the increased sample size would have led to support for their hypotheses. To gain significance, They randomly duplicated records within their current data set to increase their sample size.
12. Suppose the situation were different. Reese and Morgan were astonished to find that not only did the data not confirm their hypotheses, but the relationships in the data were directly counter to their expectations. In trying to understand their results, they searched the literature in a related discipline. It became apparent that the unexpected results were supported by an established theory in the related discipline.
They reformulated their hypotheses and wrote the paper based on the new theoretical insight, showing that the newly constructed hypotheses were supported by the tests.
13. Suppose the situation were slightly different. Reese and Morgan could not find theoretical support for the unexpected findings. However, their results were compelling enough to suggest a new theory. They were faced with two options: (1) report the research study as designed, highlighting that the results suggest a new theoretical perspective, or (2) propose a new theory that is consistent with the insights gained from the data collection, adjusting the hypotheses accordingly.
They proposed the new theory and presented the paper as a test of the new theoretical perspective.
14. Again, suppose that the situation were different. Reese and Morgan found that most of their original hypotheses were supported by significant statistical relationships in the data. Encouraged by their findings, they were anxious to complete a manuscript. Morgan had previously written a paper that used the same theoretical perspective.
To save time, they liberally reused sections from Morgan's former paper without ever citing it.
15. In addition to the review that Morgan had already completed, Reese found a well-written doctoral dissertation that had reviewed the literature related to their theoretical perspective. The dissertation cited a number of papers that were not part of the literature they reviewed in the formulation of their hypotheses. It was evident that most of these "new" papers were in harmony with the literature they had already read. Therefore, Reese and Morgan did not feel it necessary to read these papers. However, they felt that including these new citations would strengthen their paper.
They cited these "new" papers in their own manuscript without reading the text of the papers.
16. Reese and Morgan were able to quickly write most of the paper although there was one concept that was particularly difficult to describe. They were aware of a little-known publication that had artfully dealt with exactly what Reese and Morgan were struggling to communicate.
In writing their manuscript, they used the text from the little-known publication without citing it.
17. Sidney was a prolific researcher with a reputation for providing thoughtful reviews. On one review, Sidney thought the authors of the manuscript had made a fundamental error in their interpretation of the modeling notation used in their experimental treatments. Sidney was familiar with the modeling notation but was not an expert and sought additional advice from a recognized expert.
Sidney sent the manuscript to an expert on the modeling notation with a note asking about the meaning of particular portions of the experimental treatments.
18. With the expert's response, Sidney was comfortable writing the review and recommended that the paper be rejected, which it was. About three months later, Sidney received a request to review a manuscript on the same topic from another journal and was surprised to see that it was the same paper. Sidney thought, "This will be an easy review to write."
Accepting the referee assignment, Sidney did not disclose having previously reviewed the manuscript to the associate editor (AE).
19. On a separate occasion, Sidney received a request to review a paper that was on a topic of personal interest. Upon reading the abstract, Sidney realized that this was the manuscript from a conference presentation made earlier that year. Sidney had been at the presentation and was impressed with the research. There was no doubt that the conference presentation and the manuscript were both reports of the same research activity.
Although the journal had a double-blind 2 review policy, Sidney accepted the assignment without reporting to the AE that the author's identity was known.
20. Sidney completed a very positive review. The next year, while the manuscript was with the authors for revision, Sidney attended a reception at another conference and bumped into the manuscript's author. The two began to talk about the research presentation Sidney had attended the prior year. Recalling the review, Sidney wanted to let the author know who the reviewer had been, but was uncomfortable just saying it.
Sidney quoted a very supportive line from the review written a few months earlier, leaving the author with no question that Sidney had been a reviewer.
21. Sidney was surprised to receive a request to review a paper that was authored by a recent coauthor. Sidney had never been asked to review a coauthor's work and was uncertain what to do. After reading the journal's review policy and finding nothing about reviewing a coauthor's work, Sidney accepted the review assignment and reviewed the manuscript written by a recent coauthor without informing the AE of the coauthor relationship.
22. While reviewing a blinded manuscript, Sidney was relatively certain of the author's identity.
Sidney conducted an Internet search to confirm the author's identity.
23.
Sidney was flattered at the invitation to serve the academic community as an AE of one of the field's most respected research outlets. Not long after beginning service, Sidney received a request to handle a manuscript that came with the following note from the senior editor (SE): "Sidney, one of the four authors on this paper had a publication with you last year. Under normal circumstances I would not ask you handle this paper, but you are the only one on our editorial board with any experience on this topic. Please do your best with this paper; I'm sure that you can be objective and select a qualified set of reviewers."
Sidney decided to handle the paper.
24. Later, on a different manuscript, Sidney invited three individuals to serve as reviewers. Each accepted. Subsequently, one reviewer (Dr. Rosen) e-mailed indicating a family emergency and asked to be released from the review. Sidney agreed and invited another referee. Shortly before the reviews were due, Sidney received a review from Dr. Rosen, making four in all. Two of the reviews, including the one from Dr. Rosen, concurred with Sidney's own opinion that the manuscript should be rejected. One recommended acceptance with minor revisions and one recommended major revision.
Sidney decided to ignore the review recommending minor revisions and prepared the AE report using only the other three reviews.
25. With several years' experience as an AE, Sidney received a truly outstanding manuscript. With a strong theoretical foundation, comprehensive literature review, novel experimental procedures, solid statistical analysis, and compelling recommendations, Sidney knew the paper would be published but thought "the sooner the better."
In selecting referees, Sidney considered only those who had a history of being "easy" on authors in order to reduce the time before the paper's publication.
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. A short time later, Sidney received a manuscript that had little chance of being improved enough to meet the journal's standard for publication; however, it was not a clear candidate for a desk rejection. In selecting referees, Sidney considered only those who had a history of being "hard" on authors to increase the probability of the paper receiving negative reviews.
27. Many years later, Sidney received an assignment to handle a manuscript authored by Robin Albinson. Sidney remembered the many painful interactions with Dr. Albinson back in that first doctoral seminar and about hearing (second hand) that Dr. Albinson had tried to have Sidney dismissed from the doctoral program after the first-year examinations. Although more than 15 years had passed, Sidney still felt resentment over the events of that first year and wondered if an old grudge would prevent a fair disposition of the manuscript now under consideration.
Sidney decided to accept the assignment to handle the manuscript.
28. Once, Sidney reluctantly accepted an assignment to handle a manuscript. The topic was a familiar one, but Sidney was no expert and had difficulty selecting appropriate reviewers. Weeks turned into months and the manuscript still had not been sent out for review. Finally, referees were selected and the manuscript went out for review. However, one referee was late in returning a report. Again many weeks elapsed. Several times Sidney thought of sending a message to the delinquent referee; however, other urgencies always seemed to take precedence. At last the final review arrived and after another delay, Sidney wrote the AE report and the paper was rejected.
Through Sidney's neglect, the review process took over eight months-twice the time stated by the journal's review policy.
29. Although the responsibilities of being an AE took considerable time, Sidney continued collaborating with several coauthors as they moved their own research forward. Sidney and one coauthor were pleased with a paper they had recently submitted to a respected outlet. Not long after submission, Sidney was assigned to handle a paper on the same topic. Upon reading the manuscript, worry set in. Not only did the paper address the same topic, but it was clearly superior in almost every regard. Sidney was certain that the manuscript would be published and feared that if were published too soon it would reduce the likelihood that Sidney's own work would be accepted.
In handling the manuscript, Sidney extended the review process by recommending a "major revision" of the manuscript knowing that a "conditional acceptance" was more appropriate.
For each of the 29 scenarios, the survey requested respondents to make the following six judgments. In each, the "behavior" references the portion of the scenarios shown in boldface above. Each measure is on a scale of one to seven.
1. Assessment of the inappropriateness (1 = clearly appropriate; 4 = neutral; 7 = very inappropriate)
Measures two through six are frequency estimates (1 = never; 7 = often). 
Appendix D Nonresponse Bias
In total, we asked six questions about each of the 29 scenarios. Following Sivo et al. (2006), we examined each of these measures for nonresponse bias by splitting the sample into quartiles based on the time that elapsed between our first invitation to participate and when each respondent began the survey. Respondents in the first quartile completed the questionnaire after our first invitation to participate. Respondents in the last quartile completed the questionnaire after our subsequent invitations. This is in harmony with the recommendation of Sivo, et al. (2006) , that response bias be examined across rather than within waves of responses. We used ANOVA to check for significant differences between the first and fourth quartiles for each of the six measures across the 29 scenarios. Of the six, we found a significant difference only for one measure (measure 2: I have felt pressure from others to engage in similar behaviors). In examining all pair-wise comparisons of the mean responses on this measure, we observed that only four of the 29 scenarios exhibit significant differences (Scenarios 1, 4, 11, 25). In each case, late responders reported feeling more pressure than earlier responders. Any potential nonresponse bias is limited to only 4 of 174 items (2.3 percent of the data collected). More importantly, this report does not rely on the affected measure for any analysis or insight. 
Appendix E Careers and Judgments
Looking back at Table 3 (and Table E1 in this Appendix), the first 16 behaviors all deal with the process of creating research, while the latter 13 deal with refereeing research. It is interesting to note that of these 16 behaviors where the average judgment score was five or greater, none are predicted by the percentage of time that an individual spends on research. This is somewhat comforting; it means that the amount of time an individual spends on research does not appear to influence his or her judgments about the behaviors in the research creation process the field judges most strictly.
We conducted additional analysis to determine if other aspects of respondents' careers could also yield insight into their judgments. We conducted similar regression and ANOVA analyses to determine the effect of experience (years since Ph.D., years as reviewer, and whether the respondent has been an editor) on our respondents' judgments. The results of theses analyses are also reported in Table E1 .
Experience also appears to be a reliable predictor of judgments. Of the behaviors where there is a significant relationship between years since Ph.D. or years as a reviewer and judgment, most exhibit a positive regression coefficient. This means that more experienced respondents tend to view the behaviors more strictly than do less experienced respondents. The relationship between editorial experience and judgment is less compelling. Only five of the 29 behaviors exhibit significant differences between those respondents who have been an editor and those who have not been. Of the five, those who have not been an editor judge the behaviors more strictly than those who have been an editor on three behaviors. Interestingly, all three are related to reviewing or editing a manuscript. Apparently, individuals develop a more nuanced view of these behaviors as a result of editorial experience. Overall, we conclude that experience is associated with stricter judgments of the behaviors. Only results significant at α < .05 are reported (p-values are listed in parentheses). A "+" sign denotes a significant positive relationship between the judgment of appropriateness of the behavior and the career focus item. A "-" sign denotes a significant negative relationship between the strictness of the judgment and the career focus item. "Ed" represents a significant difference between editors and non-editors where editors report stricter judgment scores. "NE" represents a significant difference between editors and non-editors where non-editors report stricter judgment scores.
Scenarios with no observed significant differences: Scenarios with no observed significant differences: 1. Drop a colleague as an author; 5. Skip IRB for survey; 7. Violate anonymity of subjects; 9. Not report discovery of error subsequent to publication; 14. Self plagiarism; 16. Classical plagiarism; 20. An individual revealing that he or she was a reviewer; 29. Delaying a review for self interest.
Appendix G Past Engagement Versus Expected Future Engagement: Are Responses Absolute or Relative?
Notwithstanding that our questionnaire was designed to elicit relative assessments of both past and expected future engagement in the 29 behaviors we studied, we attempted to determine whether reported expectations to engage in these behaviors more in the future than in the past was a function of respondents giving absolute estimates rather than relative estimates. If respondents were largely at early states in their careers and considered the question in absolute terms, it is possible that this alone could account for the increased future expectation.
To examine this possibility, we considered the elapsed number of years since receiving a Ph.D. reported by respondents. The median of this variable is just 10. Given that academic careers tend to exceed 20 years, we acknowledge that respondents tended to have more career ahead of them than they had behind them. If respondents interpreted the questions in such a way as to render absolute responses rather than relative ones, we would expect a particular pattern for behavior where expected future engagement was higher than reported past behavior. For these, years since Ph.D. should have a consistent negative relationship with expected future engagement. In other words, the more time since receiving a Ph.D., the more time and experience is summarized by reported past behavior and the less time is left for speculation about possible future engagement. This would be consistent with the argument that there is a constant base rate for engaging in the behaviors for reported past engagement and expected future engagement, that the significant difference appears as a result of their being, on average, more time in the future than in the past. The results of this regression analysis are presented in Table G1 .
Of the 22 behaviors where expected future engagement is higher than reported past engagement, only 10 follow the expected pattern that would suggest respondents reported absolute rather than relative frequencies. Because it is not reasonable to expect respondents to have read the questions to have solicited relative frequencies in some cases and absolute frequencies in others, we reject the possibility that such measurement error (a systematic misinterpretation of the questionnaire by our respondents) has lead to spurious results. Moreover, we know from analysis reported in the body of the paper that respondents with tenure tend to take a stricter view of these behaviors than do untenured respondents. In fact, this is the case for most of the behaviors where years since Ph.D. was a potential explanation for the fact that expected future engagement exceeds reported past engagement: [3] add a coauthor to improve own chance at tenure, [6] skip IRB for experiment, [7] violate anonymity of subjects, [9] not report discovery of error subsequent to publication, [10] not report violations of a statistical model assumptions, [24] excluding a review from the AE report. 
Appendix H Western and Non-Western Cultures
To examine the possibility of cultural bias in the study, we analyzed whether respondents educated in Western cultures exhibit differences in their responses when compared to their counterparts from non-Western cultures for each of the scenarios. Our data identify the countries of the respondents' early childhood education (Table H1 ) and their highest earned degree (Table H2) .
We appealed to the geographic divisions used by United Nations (UN 2009) for insights in categorizing the countries for our analysis. The UN divides the world geographically into Macro-Regions that correspond roughly to the major continents. The six Macro-Regions used in this study are Africa, Asia, Europe, Northern America, Oceania, and Latin America. Based on ideological influences in the various regions, we classified respondents who received their childhood education in Europe, Northern America, Oceania, and Latin America as "Western" and those from Africa and Asia as "Non-Western."
We then conducted a series of t-tests to examine if there are differences in the judgments of our respondents based on this grouping. Table H3 outlines the results of this analysis. Of the 29 scenarios, 21 exhibit no significant difference based on where respondents received their childhood education. For the eight scenarios where there is a significant difference, half of the behaviors are judged more strictly by respondents educated in Western cultures and half are judged more strictly by respondents from non-Western cultures. This analysis reveals no evidence of a systematic cultural bias. We conducted a similar analysis based on country of highest degree earned and found a consistent pattern. Of the 29 scenarios, 24 exhibit no significant difference in judgments. Those educated in Western cultures hold stricter judgments for three of the five scenarios with significant differences in judgments.
We also conducted a series of analyses at the country level. We classified respondents according to geographical sub regions as defined by the United Nations (UN 2009). Table H4 reports the differences by macro region. Subregion differences based on area of early childhood education are reported in Tables H5a through H5m , and the differences based on area of highest degree earned are reported in Table H6 .
Clearly, the relationship between culture and judgment is complex. For example, one of the reviewers for this paper pointed out that authorship is viewed very differently in China than it is in the United States: "I personally know supervisors who expect to be the first author of a paper to which they have made no contribution! From a Western perspective, this may be unconscionable; nevertheless it is a common practice in China." Other localized perspectives, no doubt, influence our findings. Accordingly, although there are many differences in judgment between different macro regions and different subregions, there is little indication of a systematic cultural bias. The general perception that there are widespread, systematic, culturally based differences may merely be anecdotal and have no basis in fact. Only results significant at α < .05 are reported (p-values are reported in parentheses). Respondents from the subregion on the left of the ">" sign judge the behavior more strictly. Af = Africa, Au&NZ = Australia and New Zealand, Ce Am = Central America, Ea As = Eastern Asia, Ea Eu = Eastern Europe, No Am = North America, No Eu = Northern Europe, So Am = South America, So Ce As = South-Central Asia, So Ea As = Southeast Asia, So Eu = Southern Europe, We As = Western Asia, We Eu = Western Europe.
Scenarios with no observed significant differences: 1. Drop a colleague as an author; 3. Add a coauthor to improve own chance at tenure; 4. Author order other than contribution; 7. Violate anonymity of subjects; 9. Not report discovery of error subsequent to publication, 10. Not report violations of statistical model assumptions; 11. Randomly duplicate data to increase sample size; 16. Classical plagiarism; 17. Referee circulating a manuscript outside of the review process; 18. Re-reviewing a manuscript; 19. Double blind review where author's identity is known; 20. An individual revealing that he or she was a reviewer; 22. Searching for an author's identity in a double-blind review; 23. Handling a paper for a recent coauthor; 24. Excluding a review from the AE report; 25. Choosing easy reviewers; 26. Choosing hard reviewers; 27. Handling a paper for an enemy; 28. Delaying a review through neglect; 29. Delaying a review for self interest. Scenarios with no observed significant differences: 1. Drop a colleague as an author; 3. Add a coauthor to improve own chance at tenure; 7. Violate anonymity of subjects; 13. Reformulate hypothesis; show results as supporting new theory; 16. Classical plagiarism; 17. Referee circulating a manuscript outside of the review process; 24. Excluding a review from the AE report; 26. Choosing hard reviewers; 28. Delaying a review through neglect; 29. Delaying a review for self interest. Scenarios with no observed significant differences: 1. Drop a colleague as an author; 3. Add a coauthor to improve own chance at tenure; 7. Violate anonymity of subjects; 9. Not report discovery of error subsequent to publication; 10. Not report violations of statistical model assumptions; 12. Reformulate hypotheses based on existing literature; 17. Referee circulating a manuscript outside of the review process; 26. Choosing hard reviewers; 28. Delaying a review through neglect. Only results significant at α < .05 are reported (p-values are reported in parentheses). Respondents from the subregion on the left of the ">" sign judge the behavior more strictly. Af = Africa, Au&NZ = Australia and New Zealand, Ce Am = Central America, Ea As = Eastern Asia, Ea Eu = Eastern Europe, No Am = North America, No Eu = Northern Europe, So Am = South America, So Ce As = South-Central Asia, So Ea As = Southeast Asia, So Eu = Southern Europe, We As = Western Asia, We Eu = Western Europe.
Scenarios with no observed significant differences: 2. Add a coauthor to improve coauthor's chance at tenure; 3. Add a coauthor to improve own chance at tenure; 4. Author order other than contribution; 5. Skip IRB for survey; 7. Violate anonymity of subjects; 9. Not report discovery of error subsequent to publication; 11. Randomly duplicate data to increase sample size; Only results significant at α < .05 are reported (p-values are reported in parentheses). Respondents from the subregion on the left of the ">" sign judge the behavior more strictly. Af = Africa, Au&NZ = Australia and New Zealand, Ce Am = Central America, Ea As = Eastern Asia, Ea Eu = Eastern Europe, No Am = North America, No Eu = Northern Europe, So Am = South America, So Ce As = South-Central Asia, So Ea As = Southeast Asia, So Eu = Southern Europe, We As = Western Asia, We Eu = Western Europe.
Scenarios with no observed significant differences: 3. Add a coauthor to improve own chance at tenure; 4. Author order other than contribution; 7. Violate anonymity of subjects; 9. Not report discovery of error subsequent to publication; 10. Scenarios with no observed significant differences: 3. Add a coauthor to improve own chance at tenure; 4. Author order other than contribution; 9. Not report discovery of error subsequent to publication; 10. Not report violations of statistical model assumptions; 12. Reformulate hypotheses based on existing literature; 17. Referee circulating a manuscript outside of the review process; 20. An individual revealing that he or she was a reviewer; 27. Handling a paper for an enemy; 28. Delaying a review through neglect; 29. Delaying a review for self interest. 22. Searching for an author's identity in a double-blind review {Au&NZ (0.0177), We As (0.0149), We As (0.0128), So Ce As (0.0333), So Ea As (0.0362)} > We As 23. Handling a paper for a recent coauthor {Au&NZ (0.0248), Ce Am (0.0406), We As (0.0168), So Ea As (0.0076)} > We As 28. Delaying a review through neglect {So Ce As (0.0384), So Ea As (0.028)} > We As
Only results significant at α < .05 are reported (p-values are reported in parentheses). Respondents from the subregion on the left of the ">" sign judge the behavior more strictly. Af = Africa, Au&NZ = Australia and New Zealand, Ce Am = Central America, Ea As = Eastern Asia, Ea Eu = Eastern Europe, No Am = North America, No Eu = Northern Europe, So Am = South America, So Ce As = South-Central Asia, So Ea As = Southeast Asia, So Eu = Southern Europe, We As = Western Asia, We Eu = Western Europe.
Scenarios with no observed significant differences: 3. Add a coauthor to improve own chance at tenure; 4. Author order other than contribution; 7. Violate anonymity of subjects; 10. Not report violations of statistical model assumptions; 15. Citing without reading; 17. Referee circulating a manuscript outside of the review process; 20. An individual revealing that he or she was a reviewer; 24. Excluding a review from the AE report; 25. Choosing easy reviewers; 26. Choosing hard reviewers; 27. Handling a paper for an enemy; 29. Delaying a review for self interest. 
